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a §ovenine,nt services whose- needs wculd be further neglected and S0 -
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. It'is now generally known that in the Umted States of America ¢

l

gove’rmnent expenda.tures outWelgh goVermnent Tevenues. 'lhle 'tendency of
_e:_cpendlture to outrace revenues has .been going on at least since the"
Secend World War and is increasi}lg in both absolute and relati;re terms.
In fact, the difference between expendlmre and revenue has reached

such d1men51ons that some scholars have labelled: thls phenomenon-~the
1 . .o

[

f1sca1 cr151s in Ame&nca.
Government officials know that’ evenwally the crisis W111 adver<cly

affect the life 'style of every Amerlcan and that an attack on’'one or. © °

[}

a combmauon of factors is needed to a11ev1ate the situation. One
: b
‘Veasy' way to "solve" the roblem 15 to cut back on govemnem: fpronded
E !

§erv1ces. \Th.s mea

Te " flelent the presént taxatzon system and/or (d) to find a,
{ ~ R o *
. °4 PR RN

new, evenue x base. |’ -~ / . o !

In smallevcoun ies, specifically /{he nonSMSA type, govemmenf: ‘

off c1als have tradlt
£oxm 0£ mdustnal dzfn

ent, as the solutmn to thelr f1sca1 problems

'ls the oonmmlty '0£f1c1als 1n these arees

e

11y seen the search for a new, ta.x base, in the - «

d ignore ithose citizens most dependent on’ . :
fouad idgors AL
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A S DY _ .
N O as the Site for a new industrial plant. _. S -
' 3 s
o f*f .s ’ ~ ff'It is thekpurpoge of this paper to make exp11c1t the causal nodel !
*\\ g :unplled in thv ,geqefal notmn that 1ndustr1a1 develo’ t will ease the '

A T fiscal crisis of smalle,r conmm1t1es. To achJ,eve is objecti\re an '

(

ese ch’ mvestlgatlon : ’

'’z
F

re on, the state or'

into the effects of industry on the nation, g
) Lo

the cammmity. There is also no lack of aghl
I reséarch findings. -

& />! * 1+ ' .Of the many assnmlptionsﬁt‘ha't pferlie "mclustmal d 1opment and -

res&rch the five most ccmon afs ,i:'hat the lcca+1 cf

J'l i1tk l(b) the ferlanre

o .upon a, wst@eflt ana1y51s as an effect1ve too R rh to appralse /

a pm;ect, () the belief that firanou., kinds of or;mcessmns are nec- “s/
Y i v
T4 ecsary 3.n order to atttact 1ndustry, (d) the cormn:.mnm to "g;'owth" at -

i gny cost; and (e) the notion. that blgger is better.03 L »:
4
O Schola*s have tested one ora combmatlon of ﬂfe’ge"asswnpgmn.,

B A

/'«‘ from a variety of dlsc1p1mes and depend.ng cn the obJectlves 6f their
research have confn'med or ques__t;loned then‘ vahc.ity.
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In this country the greatest:\arwlmt of jmpact research has bee'n ' "
sponsored by the United States Department of Ag 1culture and the Agri- .

cultural Research’ Statlons The1r findings are usually avallable 1n
_ the form Qf Res

cBulletms It is only recently that thes ‘Teséarch ’

- statrm studles h been ferreted out, compiled and a{embl in one s .
place,.“' Most appear to be SpeCIfIC"tO~ the area \or'plant béing investi- i
pieces of research. Of;tén ei estigétion was A
o i

gated or "one shot”

started after|the plant was constructed or in ope ation»(Sumners,
Industrial I '
In recent |y attempts have béen made to overcome the accusation

ey

L ST s A PR .
* .+ that impact res 1s/ specr chi, M { shot'''attempts at understan

industry's impact ' ~been made to
sy’ st o s ooy . At oo w0 /]
"~ overcome the ger i -essr ic_£indings|wewe’ unique to Lo
E = - < RIS
~_4=""area. Scho,lairs /led by H1rsch/ , Uln"h andfothe S / /
> :

/ ¢

f a doz'e'n cT more c mues at the same

have sta(éq looking at
’ _time. Their research in terms of mdustry' act on the public’ // :
{ N sector"qf*,tthé &tonomy, has been concerned mainly w7é the expenditure

: frscal coin. Hirsch looked at

e impact on schools and

ly/'if state: a1d 1s i cluded a .}
ers/ ;Lke Lowenstem, I,sard and -
I Cou ‘m.. '~xgtl~e impact of ,inms,t/ gn the publfC« sectdr of. the '

(

municipal revenues generated by .

A) N . . / \‘
’ LN . / o, a / , . .

. . . v i .

Vi ’, - / — M N

AN L1 n06 o
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attemp't was made, howemr, to evaluate the’ 1mpact of mdustry on revenue

,r se or to 1solate pthe speC1f1c components of erevenue that were

Workmg with both the prlvate and pt{bllc sectors of commmnities

i

AN o exposed to industrial plant location havé ;%ee scholars llke Garuson,

affected by 1ndustr1§fl locatlon. ’ L e ' : ‘ 4
|

o

Shaffer, Hagerman and Braschler, Stevens and’ Walléce and Wad'sworth and - . 1

[ Y,v

B , Conrad. = | ' u K

-

- Garnson concluded from his study of :nine new plants in five '

s
4 5, ’ i

Kentucky commnntles that the mdustr1a1 J_mpact “'on the public sector

-

tended to be ﬁegatlve when industrial property was exempt from taxes

, and when service requlregxents were increased by new- re51dents and

6

students. Hagerman and Braschler who researched three new f.mns

exammed changes m publlc sector revenues and expendltures. They did.
N /not link cnanges in the publ*lc sector fmances to’ nejﬂ mdustry, néw - R ;
populatlon or new students, nor -did they 1solate new mdustry"s 1mpact.7

©

Stevens and Wallace examined changes in county govemment revenues.

L

: (assessed valuations and tax rates) between 1947, and 1960 but they too
did not d/lrectly relate- gains in the public sector revenues to the new |
+" jndustries -they were monitoring. 8 - ‘ ’ |

The same can be said of Wadsworth and Conrad who made no estimate

I
”‘\ -
.
=
«>-

“of the net gains to the publlc sector or. to the comumty due to the

\.,f
A
L)

5 presence of an industrial plant.g Shaffer in ‘his study of The Impact - -
N of Industry on Rural (&’\mmv.mltles in Oklahoma “found that the commnutles {

studiedreceived 'substantial net economic benefits from new industries .
: ‘. ] . R .
. but that the major portion of-the gains were from the érlvg.te’._sectors.
) ' T . -~ o 5\
1 'I‘J e * - . . : . . .
Q ‘. 14 ‘ (:} o

e / . C o007 L
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"The mumnicipal govermment and school districts experienced a small net

3

change in them fiscal base from industrialization". Shaffer concludes,

. "From a nat10na1 pegspective rural industrialization was bene$1c1a1 in the

short and mtermedlate Tun, but had adverse effects in the 10ng3un" 10 |

- Other, factors "that appedr to account for changes in county revenue

appear to be the size of the populatlon anq,zthe median family income of
residents of the count.y": Unfortunately, most of the studies monitoring i
industry's impact do not focus on demographic data and use population 1
statistics as a baclégromd against which to study the economic or
ecological'ef’fects of industrial invasion.11 (See §\tm1mers, et al., 1975,
for a review of the content ot' 178 case studies ) What research has
-indicated is that populatlon gains have been experienced by commmities
and that. medlan famly income has changed as a result of mdustnal
*, location. The effect of these changes on county revenue is a question
’ that still needs tQ be resolved by empirical rese°tch '
It must also be remembéred that county governmems have little or
no tax raising power. 'I’hey are legally subordmate to the State without

whose consent they cannot ralse or 'femove any taxes. ""They owe the1r .

origin to and derlve tiHeir powers and r1ghts wholly from the [State]
s

12 The funct-ioris

o

and powers of the State govermnent @s ‘opposed to the Federal govermnent

g »

\ are also enu‘merated in Artlcle 1, Section 8 of the Constitution with
the Tenth Amendment reserving. for the. Staté "all powers neither delegated

H M

*"to the National government nor prohlblted to the State The county is

.g.:' . . 0“”“8 }‘_ " ..“w‘

N
N

~‘\l ¢

" . legislature" (this issthe famous "Dillon Rule" after Ghief Justice

L]
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the primary agent- assigned to carry out State functions. It exists in
all the 50 states of the U.S.A. except Connecticut and Rhode islan,d.‘

In Louisiana ‘the term "'Parish' and }n Alaska the term ''Borough' is used
13

‘.

in lieu of county Not all counties have county govemments. *Some-

times, mmuupal and county governments merge as mmicipalities.
_Mm1c1pa11t1es are relatively concent;_rated Qopulauon areas pro\;lding
s specific services to cities. In Baltimore and St. Louis and' -in 35
c1t1es in Vlrgn?lla,, the c1}:1es are outside the countles so ‘that nearly
12 percent of U?S/ hpopula'tmn is not served by a county government.

. These are also tOWnShlpS that serve - mhabltants of an area without
porulation concentratlon, performmg limited ﬁmctlons. *The mumber of
county govemments per state vanes with: Delaware and Hawaii having -

, three _each and Tenéas havmg 254. The average number . of county governmsnt
Y, if 6.1, with the Weste.m and Norrh-Eastern re(gﬁtons be;ow and the southe

_and mld~westem reglons well above average. , average rr nber of re51-

-&vv-

. Los Angeles county 6.8 mlhor{ 1{

County Govemment réveérue are obtug from five ma

- The Federal and State mtergovenm,né transfers in the fo"m -of grant- ‘in

\/’
aid and Shared taxes (40%) ’ghe property ‘tax (42%). other nerrpropei‘fy

taxes (3. 6%) and’ taxes:on mlscellaneous 1tems/ﬁ%) The mtergmfem—
. ‘
- mental re\(ermes are usuall

"y i.e., for speclal prog‘rams 11ke

Al o s o w - f

y ' highways ools. They are allocated accordmg*fto lmpwn crLtenon- L

PR RS XN L

cannot be mverts}difor needs othc-r than those Speufled ‘ﬁ\
® ! / '

_source of nonepecncg,e " county governnent reVenue is the prof;erty ‘tax

»

N e T

-
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which mpregents up to 93 percent of all its taxable effort. It is the

mainstay o_f ‘the county government, 'though there appears to be a growing
altemative souice of revemue is required. It is gemerally held-that : .:
in cownties Wthh do not have an alternative revenue source the reliance .
on property tax is expected to be relatively hlgher than in counties
that do hawe an alternative. The extent to which reliance on property
tax changes dge to mdwtnal mvasmn also, reqmres investigation.
In summary, then, one sees that the research findings on the mpact

of mdustry on the public sector has been a cautious observatlon that ?

revenues generated are greater than costs of industrial location or

t_the impact tends to be negatlve vhen mdustnal property is tax
exempt or whén-one projects in the long run. “Relatively little work has
.been ‘done to understand low general 'r“eventxe or its components are affécted

in some counues and not in thers or how revenue changes occur in some

T /

/What is also lacking-is a w1der unit of analysis and a longer time span
—

e

P so. that data from a sample of countles that is national in representatlon"
is analyaed beyond the traditional "short run" span 'bf five to ten years,
As
ally "short myn' i.e. ccmcerned with changes’whichi occur one year or a
few years after the plant started productlon." Most existing studles are
also specific' to the area or plant bemg mvestlgated Those that do
Y- i consider a longer term become ''a spatlally and temporally umque

ethnography", difficult to use to guide development prOJects in other

A
0010°

feeling that the tax burden on property owners is extremely high and an ..

ucountrynd not in others as a result of industry loratmg in that area. ’

succinctly observed.bj'T ‘E. 'l‘ill Jr. 1 'most studies are esseriltiﬂ’ 3

(8

NN
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jythat are used to determine revenue effort. It also provides the [ ,

oA

_parts of the nation.

% s A . .
yot only is there no single formula but there is no consensus in

st

\"8" - \' i

The neglect of these aspects of research is due.in part to the
dlfflculty in obta:mng data for a national. ~.proyect thdt ut111zes a . 4
sample of counties in the U SA. In ,pagt, the neglect 1s.due to the . .
difficulty of comparing data since no single/: formula to measure

revenue or revenue'capacity or revenue effort is used across the nation.

*

of ‘what revenue capacity means or ought to mean or what-the measures

measure or ought to measure.16 For this analysm it was felt that the

.

debate é\ academla could be bypassed if one accepted the Advisory
Commssmn for Intergovemmental Relatlons definition M/ynue

17 ‘The most obvious advantage

capac1ty equalled actual revenue ra!ﬁed"
in usmg this def1n1tlon is that it permlts companso%s among coupties . v ¢ 3
across dlfferent points” in time, fegarlless of individual county fonnulas

.

L™
standard of comparlspn nec<sarx for a task of this’ magmtude allow1ng

-one to make use of an already collected body- of data, I .
A The second: obstacle of ob :mng county -data.: foma nat10na1 proj ect )
was overcome mainly through the §nerg1c,§” of Gene Summers who was xi‘

mstmmental in compiling a mammoth daté f11e from the var:,ous census of -

governments publlcatlons So, the opportlmlty to test the research . -

fmdmgs of ''short run -- one shot reseéarch’ on a natlonal sanple should

provide some clues to what hﬁ&ens to county revenue when industry moves *

into its area. The' overarchmv hynothesés are. (a) that a relatlonsh/ip g oy
g

dxists between county govemment revenue and the level of manuﬂacturmg, «
I}

L3

1
E i €

- @ - m&i i b




the. size of the popdiation in the county and the’ medlqn fam11y income;

and\t‘hat (b) a change in the fommer is due to changes in the three - o

latter variables. ', _ _ B
By deconposing revem;e into four major components (Federal Inter-’ ”\

govermnent revenue, State intergovernmental revenue, Property tax

revenue and Other tax revenue) these hypotheses can be extended further

to test the vanance w:.th each ccmponent of revenue thus. There is a

) e

relat1onsb1p bétween’ Fede}al government transfers x,n 1950 and the 1eve1

of manufacturmg (1949) populatmn size (1950) and medmn fanuly mcome

" (1949) etc.. etc etc. - . " sy

J 4

»
<&

In this paper an attempt will be};made to test the above hypotheses. -
The/ re1at1ons]11p between the revenue vur1ab1es (dep'sndent var1ab1e y)
7 Y

and the other three vamables (mdependent vanables xl, xz, x3) w111 ¢

/

be defmed by. tn/gressmn equatlon’

T °-‘*“"’1"1“"z"z“"s"s - .

‘ Y1 ® Revenie 0 county government mthf% federal. revenue = (1)
’ % state = (J) property tax = (15) ang °"oth 4, (1)
qs= constant /,‘ . ' '- - ;

-

t X 1eve1 of manufacturmg employment

‘ | ® .

S -

Xy * populatlon size °

.and X5 = medaan fam”ly/u;o;

The analysis will be carried out at time penoci,s spg:mmg
fifteen years. The year under mv%atmn will be v.ndlcated in t.l}e {/
X equat1on by the followmg synbols | ‘

A

0012
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P = 1950 data

Q = 1956 data N o R

R= 19§E) data’ . ¢

S = 1966 data |

In many instances data were collected a year or sb earlier than
the letter that.symbolizes it. Revenue data were. collected 1n 1951,
1956, 1961 and 1966- 67 industrial developmept data’ m‘ 1947 and- 1959,

population data in 1950, 1960 and 1970 while median fa;xuly data in 1949,
f s b
1959 and 1969. - : ~ !

& vr——

" The 1951 and 1972 Census of F:uxance data is’ ‘not usabﬁ because
someone in the CenSus Bureau with ififinite msdcm has {recategonzed
the‘se data malung comparisons with what was publlshed from 1956, throu'v‘x

ttp 1966 mposswle. ) ‘ .

'

What will be discussed-are regressmn equatlons ‘using data from
y 5 the early fifties through to 1966. Schematlca;ly ghe models are as'.

S follows: o : o
v . . i
Total revenue or . Level of ~ ~  DPopt atlon ' Median Fam11y
"its component - = manufacutring + Slze + 'Income
IR bxp Ly T ‘baxg
P 51— ———t — 50 — 49 !
Q , 56 ¢ .
P ’ o . ~ . a
.. R, 61 € - 59 — 60 59
, (h:‘ ‘ // . .- . <X
.S 66 &~ : )
, 72% € 0 70 < - 70

*No. data a‘,vailable& as cat:egez‘ies' changed by unknown census officiall
. . 31!
. J )

A, ' "(i‘ ’ | ()0J3 o ‘ \’."

% ‘ ’ ‘ =
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about the data and its characteristics. Data were mde avallable

g

. ,‘ 'courtesy of Gene Summers. The nunber of cases.where data were mis ulng
s+ " 7 for this study were not large. This was due o the- fect that the e%nsus

1“9

employees in the comnty did have 45/276 and, 50/276 cases of mlss g gl data,
These data were. not reported by the counties or °were mthheld by the

e

?Ample, property tax, the follow1ng trans*‘ormati tq;zs carr;ed %t

A Tty tax revenue
.~ | Total county revenue } *100. Property tax was"

“. \:m keepmg with the
general assurptlons,as a function of the perient of mamzfacturmg
employees in the county plus: the size of the populatton plbs m.,d1an

-.,.,,

family mcome It was hypothes1zed that the greater the forer,
greater tnexlatter three variablesand vice versa.‘ S1m11ar transformatiens

were carried out for other revenue components. And ‘the results were -

. . examined at three different times (fzve yeus apartl 1956 1961, 7

‘\‘m

- . 1966, Then change over time was scrutuuzed to deferm..ne the e

-
"
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three-basic varisbles mentioned above. To determine how much of the® f A

o =3

variance each variable explamed the step-regress:.on anal‘)"s:.s techmque R .
was used. Using these procedures gives u;s (33x3) regress:.on equatlon i
models which are ongamzed in the followmg way. « First, the effects. of '
the threé mdependent variables (1 e. level of maxmfacmrmg employment, . ‘w »
. populat:.on size and median family mcome) on the dependent variable NS ‘
?’{revelme) for the corresponmg year, will be discussed. Next the same s
_independent variables' effect o new (dependent) revenue data five years
later will be .examined. Fmail)', change in the revenue data as a'function ‘2 :
of change in the three mdependent variables w11.1 oe examned This |
procedure will be followed for all the revenue components and for toaal |

8

conty xevetﬁle T ; . ‘. S

- x
eyt

A 3 L B N
., PR T e A
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,11{ Imdel 1 that examines the effect of the 1evel of manufacmrmg,
populat:.on s1ze sand median’ fanuly mcome on percent’ of mtei'gover;m\ental

39

- federal transfers to the county government revenue, 1t was observed. . w

<

that the level of mamfacturmg ex;‘)‘l'amed an infinitesmal percent of the
variance in 1956, (.,oooy ip fgel (.0133) and'in 1966 (.0128). The

other two vanab1e§ scapiely fared any better with populat:.on size . .";' P
explammg in 1956 ( 0022), 1961. (.0056) and 1966 ( 0069) as small a
y ol

‘percent . of the variance as yas explamed by medJ.an fam11y mcome m the
county in 1956 (.0078) in 1961 (. 1523) anld in 1966 only (. 1353) y ' :
Only the standatd regriessmn coeffli::.ent for median mcome of the ;
family appears to be negativeiy ;ilated to the percent of federal |
govemnent transfers. In 1956 -the standard regression meff1c1ent was .

(- 0925) in 1961 1t was (-, 4196) but 1t lost about one percentage pomt e

Ca

r 00,15

o
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( 3954) ‘in 1966. What this means is that the higher the percent Gf

‘Pederal govemment transfers .the lower the medlan famly mcome and v1ce B

—_

versa. . Put dlffereqtly richer commmities get 1ess help in revenue
raismg from the federal government transfers than do poorer commm1t1es.
Measured by the t values (1 e., partial regress:.on coeffrcxent
d1v1ded by thezr respectlve exrors of estmate), mdependent vanable X
(level of marmfacmrmg) is not s1gn1f1cant1y associated with the depen
dent vanable (Federal govermment transfers) -at the .05.and 01 levels '
in any of the g1ven fxfteen 'years. The other two varrables (Xz *and x3), -
however, are, signiflcant:ly associated with the dépendent variables in

1961 and 1966 but not thus associated in 1956 So that mtergovermental

’V~

:1at10n s1ze and median famlly 1ncome ThlS is related to the taxmg

powers of the Federal overnment and the transfer of payments The -
amount of Federal govermment revenue from mtergovenmmt*trax}sfers per
capita does not change significantly either from 1956 10 d§61 or from
1961 to. 1966 and is m “the small amount of 1 to 3 percent dunfg this
period of tzme So the yerdict ef no variance explamed can be brought
to the three mdeﬁendent variables selected and the percent of Fede%l
govermnent transfers. S - . -
The secOnd Iodel, revenue from state intergovermmental !transfers

bzx2 + b3x3) being a function of the three mdependent

that a very simall percent of the variance . 0031),

(“oosa), and; (. §060) either singly or in a group is explajned ih 1956

- Though thls var‘}ance (R ) 1ncreases shghtly in 1961 and 1966, its

Al
; v \

(1016

.‘..
1.‘::"
.
-

federal transfers appear tq be a sma11 but significant function of popu- ‘l
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s ables.
| m;:cme‘ (- 0812) are thus correlated. Tlu.s means that the lower the

increase is not more than .01 percent.

. beta values are negat1ve],y correlated for two of the mdependent vari
" In 1956, both level of manufacturmg (- 0428) and med1an £

It was' also observed that the \

leyel of manufaomrmg and medlanémcome the higher the revenue to oounty

goverment from state mtergoverrment transfers in 1956.

In 1961 and

1966 however, it is populat1on size, rather than ‘medlan famly mcome

2 that is negat1ve1y correlated gnn.ng the regress1on coeff1c1ent values

- of (-. 2277) and (- 1861) respect1ve1y .The 1evel of mnufacmrmg 1

[y

auploymeﬁt and the size of the. populatmn are mversely related to the

N

percent of mtergovermnental transfers fro%— the State in 1961 and 1966

.0001 level m both 1961 and 1966 with a standard. ragress:.on cbeff1c1mt .
of .41 m 1961 and .42 in '1966.

0 The 1ndependent vanable X1» however, is s1gnlf1cant1y related at the

In-1961, 14,5 percent of the vanance-;s

explamed by income whlch mcreases one percent in 1966.

Level of manu-

facturmg is not 51gmf1cant1y related to state transfers though size of ~

‘ populatxon is.

Lookmg at the equat‘:.ons =1ng1y or ‘in the group of
three vanables, ‘the change in the cBefficient of determination (R

LY

or the variance explaméd) accounts for 1 percent of the vanance in 1956

4

mcreasmg to 16 Rercent in - 1961 and 17 percent in 1966.

Of this percen-

“tage, med:.an famly income accounts for more then half of the_variance

wexplamed in 1956 and 14.5 and 15.5 percent of it in 1961 and 1966

reSpectwely

s

Y3
%"c

"

»

Change in oomty Tevenue as a result of mtergovemnental per

capita transfers ffiom the State is s1gm.f1cant m 1961 for the medlan ,

0017



family income alone and is pos:.tz.vely correlated at/ both pomts of ! . :
\.* ' cbservation. Level of maxmfacturlng has a negauve correlat1on ‘to the :
"per capita mtergovermental transfers from the State government. What . Iy

this appears to mean is that the higher the level of manufacturmg Tl fi.
elnployment, the lower the per caplta mtergovermnental state transfers, | -
Thistis significant at thie .0005 level In 1966 none-of the mdependent ~

- vanables are significantly correlated to per{capita state governmental ; _'f:'

Ly
€
1N

transfers though a change is ‘observed in. the extent'to which each variable v
i explaini variance. In -1961, 4 percent of the variance was explained by ey '
x1 and X; but in 1966 these .two vanables combmed expla:med only 1.5 | . v
percent. POpulatlon s1ze w}uch explalned only 1 percent in 1961 amed ‘ \ '

"in value to explam 6 percent m 1966.

1966 and not chrectly a functxon of level of ma?mfactmng as has
. traditionally assuneq It was 3-1.)0 shown that level of maxmfacturmg
inversely related to intergovernmental transfers from the State. This =
N seems to imply that the level of manufacwrmg does reheve the state
- - of its fiscal burden vis a vis tmsfer of payments to the. local govern- '
¢ .- ment. Offthe other hand, the shift could be explained by- the fact‘ that e '{:f -
k _ population is both negatively and siglufw.car\tly correlated tq the st;ate_ .
A B 'traztsfer variebles, vhile medien family income is positively cortelated ‘
State ‘transfers to local govezment Tevenue. appears to be ‘a function of *
"‘slze of populatmn (negauvely) and median family “income (pos1t1ve1y)

/ ’ : g ° \z v - ‘1‘ :

0018

Q . ’ . ) o o




°®

1

Lo In the third model the effect of the three . independent Vanables o ife

% L.
o local property tax revenues is ‘examined to test the assumpt:.on that

x‘"'.

mdustnal development eases the property tax burden of resulents.

1956 (the variance explamed) fficient of detemmatmn fOr level

: of manufacturing was +0003 and the multlple oorrelatlon 0180 and not
. - s:.gruf:.cant. In 1961 the standardlzed regressmn coeff1c1ent is - ‘
Q ‘mversel related tothe local govenunent property tax revenue (- 1164
Thls pattern is relatively stable (-. 1052) in 1966’ The h1ghér
property tax , Tevenue, the lower the 1eve1 of manufacturmg, th
relatlmsh’lp 1s not sxgrufmant at any of the three points A g

- Regarding the other mdependent van les it was, found that ‘the size’

of thengpulatmn in -the coutty explalned none of the vanance in the

model in 1956, .0006 in 1961 and 0190 in 1966. . The Standard regr

coefficient was positive m 1956 ‘ahd; negatwely related in 1961 .1592)
and 1966 (~.2840) ‘The, gteater the size of thé population, ;the less

the reliance cm property tax reverme and vice versa, though thls wa;s not "

- s:.gmflcant at any of. the three tihe permds at which data wlere exzzmmed*

‘ 'I'he th1rd vanable (XS) median fanuly mcome, was not 51gmf1cant in ' ' ' i

N !

’ 1956 though th. equat:.on revealed a negative standard regressmn coeff1c1~
o .. .ent (- 0620) .. %Only‘ .0035 percent of the variance explamed is attnbute& |
| . , to thls variable. So wh11e higher median mcomes result malo/v;erxpmperty .
" taxed in 1956 the fmd:mgs are not s1gmf1cant at the .001 or .005 levelsr
.ofabstractxon. i ' .- ' '~f~ I

' In 1961 mechan fam:.ly income was s:.gmfzcaptly (. 0001) and p051-
, oo t1ve1y ,3739 related to the local property tax reveme. It expla:yec_l

‘ . N

.. 001g




12 (13.5 i:erc;nt of the varjance in-thg: - group of variables. 'I'he : ‘
higher:thé income, the greaZr the property t;x\\[So that re51dents m -
" cowties which weye relat%ely "nch"_ paid higher: prOperty taxes than .

in those counties yhere the yesidents were not so "rich’. In 1966 the

p1cture for med1an family income is relatively constant explammg two

L

percent more of the ariance ‘than in 1961 (14 S) The regressmn

coe/ff1c1ent is st111 positive and 51gn1f1cant. Also 51gruf1cant t.ﬁough

\1nverse1y related is tHe size of populauon m 1960 to the property

. tax revenue in“1966. The lower the size of the populatmn, the greater

-

)

the property tax r"ev e collected and vice versa.’ . ‘"-

. When the change i }he per cap1ta\property tax revenue for 1956 P
to 1961 is_ examinéd, a negative insignificant regression coefficient =
N N ‘ ¢4 2

(.0442) is still observed for level of manufacturing, explaining -(.0024)

of the total variance of the thr’ee independent variables. Also negative

"and insignificant is the change inggedian fanily income on per capita

s s

property tax reye‘{me from 1956 to 1961. Population.size chénge‘ is
? - - ~
positive but iﬁ‘s‘ignificantﬁkyi correlated., Only S percent of the_total .
change in variance appears to be exp1<amed by all three vanables. '
A

The equatmn regardlng change 1n prOpertY tax revenue from 1961 ooy jak
to 1966 explams 10 percent: of the variance with $1ze of populat10n~ SR

explammgi 8 percent and showing inverse (-. 2218) and 51gmf1cant

con‘elatmns {-. 0003) Median family income is also negauvely correlated' n

though w1th no degree of 51gn1f1cm}ce. , ‘1 ) -

"t Examining the last component. of. Tevenue, otner 1oca1 taxes, 1t was -

- seen that it explamed -2 percent of the variance in 1956 and 1.4 percent ,
r;\ ' . . -t

e . IRl T

- w’ . N . 11 . N . :“




: N .y
of the variance in 1966. It is mot sig';ﬁf{cant fof any of the thres ’
variables - though for nedian family 1ncome, there 1s ‘a weak mverse
relationship. y
One can say the higher the mecuan family income the luwer the local.tax
revemues. The per caplta c}}ange in local governnent revenue (1056 to
" is p051t1Ve ancLs1gmf1cant although it explams approx:ﬁtely .04

percent of the variance- observed for the group of variables. Popdatlon
:‘1 Synegatively correlated in the 1956 to 1961 time perloa, though this too
is nlslgmfa%ant in-that it explains, one percent ef the varidnce. ‘ .In

11966 the per capita change in the lacal govemnenn revenues from other \ ‘

“ . taxes showed almost n0°var1at10n in the coeff1c1ent of c;let:err.u.n,sltlon.

R It g(‘as positive for

- negatlvely ce

-
ve

-y

p\guon size and medlan famlly ﬂ:\ome and . :
e1 ed*fo 3%%1 of mzmufacturlng put “not s,;gmflcant for
any one or alizﬁlree varlables m a group., It e)&rlamed eight percent of '

—the total variance in the amount of revenue rea11zed o,

the per _capita

. local nonproperty tax based&Z ‘. o g T
Finally, an e@chuon model designed  to look at total revenue
for 'the county, - to deternune the ‘éff&t‘& that could be explamed by the
three independent variables, level of- manufacturmg in county, size of
populatlon and median fenul,y income.” .+ " 4
~ In the first equatlon that eAam:u}ed the ef"ect of the three mdepen—
deut var1ab1és on total revenue it-was found that (a) the level of manu-

facturmg e*cplams a mmutesmal percent of the Varlance in 1956 (. 4),

in 1961 and in 1966 .(.03) respect,rVely. The otier two variables fared

1021

b

Weak because it explains only 004 percent of the variance.

1961 and 1961 to 1966) as a consequence of the three mdependent dvarlables

A3
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R 1956 (. 0&17) in 1961 and (. 0732) i

¢
[~

S’ "‘, ¥ . 3.

.o much better w1th s1ze of populatmn expl&tmg 33 percent of the ofarlance
in 1956 and almost double

~ o

+" The relat1onsh1p between medlan income was weak explammg .3 percent of

\percentage (60 percent) m 1961 and 1966.9

the vanance in 1956 and 6 percent in 1961 and’ 1966 . 4

. . ' *The standard regression coefficient of total revexnae is neoative_,y,
though 1n51gmf1cant1y at .005 level, correlated to level o’fymarm S
facturing WIOWI in 1961 (- .0008) and in 1966
(-.0005). It is also insignifi r medlan ranuly mcome (. 1b68) “in

1966. For populauon 51..e, the e

? ) standard regress1on coefficlent 1s posn]‘.wely and 51gmf1cant1y correlated

in 1956 (. 5291), in 1961 ( 7509) and in 1966 (. 7479) What thls appears

i ““vw

been often establlshed that the locatlon if mdustry sfops the out-.
migratlon of people.

o latlon one mcreases its revenue effort either through transfer ,payments
. / o PR .
S or tnrough taxatlon. v . _ s

~
A .

-While a direct relationship between: level of rgamﬁacwrrng and

O révenue realized does not exist, an mdlrecthone can be- atrnbuted to
N # i % Y g
T the fact that manufacturing increases population size of county govem-

v

ects the- révenue capac1ty p051t1ve1y SRR
!

ments, which

. ) ' Thls analysrs tr1ed to exanune the effect of level of manufacturmg

° " i \-‘ . oy ! ’v o t s ‘ E

Ly

on county revenue t%.ken in total and decomposed mto mportant components.

s

' 'I'wo components, Federal governmené@ mtergovem;xental transfers and‘ locaL

¥ c
wtnxes appeared to explam a very 1n51gmf1cant portlon of the var1ance.

S
- 3 ‘ S T .

So -that by increasing the s1ze of- the J,ocal popU~ T
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Q This can be attrlbuted to the allocation f powérs betw n $fjieral and
3

Yy

' State oVernments specrfled by the U‘,S 1Const1tut10n4 ce counties - :
g8 45 .

¢ 7, ¢ mot involyed»mta it in any big way anc transfers to the local government, - e
"+ are not a“fugtion’ of amy of the tnree variables' that were discussed in o
. o IO . A |
S this pewer. £1 AT

EL
S
o
f
.

\
o .

With the second dependent vanable, State mtergovemmental transfers, .

both level of manufactm*mg and 51ze of populatlon were mversley relatea

to amount o.f transfers figu{the State, State revenue to local governments

1 /)} mcreased %en}g\@%,oﬁﬁnnﬁd%urmg and sile of populat1on in the S

3- . count)‘ were Iow. Me&aan mcome was the only varlabie 51gmf1cant1y and
. ) pos:#nrely correlated md.utatmg éxat h1gher 1ncomes rea11zed hlgher
L ﬁnCome taxs‘s which resulted in, hlgher revenue returns to the county

L Properey tax, revenue. is regarded by local author1t1es as the most %
‘e W Ty ob N -~
. Lo cmc:,alyc ent *of reve kgAccordi'ng to. the assumptlon, the.manufact- 1
i
|
|
|
i
|

]
-‘i% .

urmg 1nd tr1es had an éffec@ on lowerlng property taxes for the

*
1u!

i‘e51dents. A 51gn1f1cant inverse re1at10nsh1p between the level of

manufacturmg and property tax revenuéé’was expected from the data. Ix; ‘
@i »

1956 fhlseemectatmn% not fulffiled. In 1961 and 1966 an mverse
' re?gpxmshlp was fomd but 1t explalned’ ‘only. 1 percent of gr.he varlance

LA a&ivﬁwas.mtds’rﬁuflcant. What was. found -to be‘ﬁslgmfrant was the | | :
RS me&ian fa;nrly tricotle in 1961 and 1966, This variable also epramed about o
- . | f1 teen percehi of the vanance. ‘ Populatwn sz.ze wiuch was mversely .
Yo related to property tax revenue was not; 51gn1f1cant in.1956_or 1961 but L |

. hi nappeared to have a 51gn1f1cant effect on property tmc jeverme five years ’ {/' 4‘»«»}
- ‘ i}i*te& though the variance explalned was only 2 percent. Looe s ‘ﬁ /.. 3/ .‘?

f p

.
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R - local tax reveme, vdlfch the 11terature states, accounted for

; 3 percent of . the total revenue ‘of local iomnments showed no suxprises.f.,‘\' '
It explamed an mf:uutesmal portmn of the vanance (3%) and was not
mgmf;.cant. S LR AL

<, 'I'he most".:hterestm,g aspect of the analys1s was fmd.mg that the‘

| variance exp‘lamed, or that Ain the s;gm.fmance le\fels showed no S1gni-
f1ca.nt cha.nge, when revenue (dependent) data at a spec1f1c point in time

was observed and then replaced by revenue data five years later.

s AW
Further, when a. ftraxxsfomation was carried out to determine the change
in the révenue data frcm an ear11er penod and 3 en this was observed o

agamst a s:mular transformatmn for the three ‘nt variables, ~

<‘~

sxgmflcant change in the v?nance was observed, in the level-of
mamfacturmg equauon Thzs could mean that the revenue effort of
local government officials was not maximizing the revenue potentlal of 3
the county. Some scholars have elready observed this by statmg= that .
local officials need to know how to mone efffciently tap their tax
resource base. "The debate in acadex,x%ﬁ.a also appears to be around this
issue, so perhaps acadenucs and local officials need to pool resources to!
learn how to maximize effort to alle\nate the f1sca1 crisis that local.
\govemments across the Natlfn appear to be facmg ‘ .

‘The- analys:,s seemed to :md:.cate that the assunptmn that 1ndnstna1

‘ development 1s_ the panacea 2, for the caynuty revenue needs, appears to be-
, o misconcei%red/. County Tevenues appear to-depend upon peopie and not on
industrial plants per se. The movmg of conmencal or administrative

-

operauons to nometropohtan counues would probably~haVe the same effect
A *-as the moving™of an industrial plant has, though the eoologxcal damage
';,. maynotbeasgteat‘ SR A .

[ —
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